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INTRODUCTION 

About 100 years ago a major change occurred in the community’s 
attitude toward the highly intelligent child. Before 1850, a precocious 
child frequently became the proteg<§ of a prince or king, was awarded 
special privileges and often attained a high social status. In subse- 
quent years physicians and educators more frequently discussed the 
gifted child as a potentially abnormal individual. Terman (1954) 
once observed that child prodigies in the early 1900’s were in bad 
repute because of the prevailing belief they were usually psychotic 
or suffered from severe emotional tensions. “Early ripe, early rot” 
was a slogan frequently encountered. Exceptionally bright children 
were expected to bum themselves out quickly or develop “post- 
adolescent stupidity.” 

This public image of the intellectually gifted tended to prevail 
until discredited by the longitudinal studies begun by Terman and 
his associates at Stanford University in the 1920’s. Terman found 
the personal and social adjustment of gifted children was signifi- 
cantly better than that of the general population. Numerous investi- 
gations have supported these findings. Few of the generalizations 
originally made by Terman in 1925 about the superior personal and 
social characteristics of the highly intelligent have been seriously 
questioned. In study after study, children and youth of superior 
intellect have been reported to demonstrate superior adjustment and 
enhanced social status when compared to subjects of average or 
inferior intelligence. 

Hollingworth once charged that an unfortunate malice existed 
in America toward the person of superior intelligence. This climate 
of opinion no longer seems to prevail. In an era when nations are 
engaged in the race toward scientific superiority and the exploration 
of space, individuals with special talents and abilities are once again 
obtaining greater stature and social acceptance. However, in the 
reaction against popular viewpoints of another day, stereotypes will 
often develop in the opposite direction. If there was previously a 
tendency to de-evaluate the gifted, now the halo threatens to en- 
compass all aspects of their behavior. If they were once regarded as 
abnormal in personal and social adjustment, now the trend is toward 
overestimating their adjustive capacities. The superior social and 
character traits of the highly intelligent are receiving a good deal 
of emphasis in the professional literature. The following statement 
is one example: 

The organizing activity of the mind, which . . . gifted children 
possess in a high degree . . . makes them active participants in the 
process of growing up emotionally . . . They early learn that they 
cannot always have what they want. Understanding or perceiving 
the situation clearly, they act on thinking rather than on the im- 
pulse of the moment. Seeing more clearly the consequences of 
certain behavior, they are willing to forego an immediate satisfac- 
tion in favor of a more distant goal . . . Many gifted adolescents 
work out problems of growing up with a minimum of conflict with 
parents (Strang, 1955). 
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Such generalizations about the superior adjustment of the gifted 
hardly appear to be justified on the basis of previous research in this 
area. In a commentary on his original studies, Terman (1954) 
cautioned the reader to bear in mind the great variability of the 
gifted group in respect to the various personality traits measured. 
He acknowledged that the degree of superiority of gifted children 
was less marked for traits indicative of emotional stability and 
social adjustment than for intellectual and volitional traits. Yet, we 
tend to minimize this lack of homogeneity among the gifted and 
the minor differences between them and the general population in 
respect to personal and social adjustment. 

In discussing the implications of research about the gifted, New- 
land (1959) recently observed that a large portion of these studies 
warranted only cautious generalization. He proposed a more critical 
examination of previous research in terms of the population studied, 
the situation in which the study was made and the particular 
methodology employed at the time. With these criteria in mind, the 
more important studies on the personal and social adjustment of 
the gifted will now be reviewed. 

Previous Research Findings 

Research relevant to the organization of the present study may 
be divided into several areas : 

1. Research which reports significant differences in personal and 
social adjustment between gifted subjects and subjects of average 
intelligence. 

2. Research which reports essential similarities in the personal 
and social adjustment of gifted subjects and subjects of average 
intelligence. 

3. Research concerning the types of personal and social maladjust- 
ment differentiating subjects of superior and average intelligence. 

4. Research on the personal and social adjustment of subjects 
of superior and below average intelligence. 

5. Research on the personal and social adjustment of individuals 
of varying levels of social class status. 

Differences in the Personal and Social 
Adjustment of Intellectually Gifted 
and Average Subjects 

The classic studies dealing with the over-all adjustment of highly 
intelligent subjects are those of Terman (1925) and his associates. 
Results of this longitudinal research were published in four separate 
volumes. The findings most relevant to the present investigation 
however are presented in the original volume, Mental and Physical 
Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children. Therefore, information about 
the population and the procedures in this study will be discussed 
in detail. 

In the process of identifying “gifted” subjects, Terman selected 
children who were within the top one percent of the school population 
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in degree of brightness. The school population canvassed was one 
of nearly a quarter million in an urban and semi-urban area of 
California. The main experimental group, upon which most of 
Terman’s generalizations are based, was composed of 643 subjects, 
ranging in age from two to 13. The largest number of cases were 
found in the age range eight to 12. The mean corrected intelligence 
quotients (1916 Stanford-Binet) for the main experimental group 
were 151.33 with a standard deviation of 10.19. This group was 
made up of 54.7 percent boys and 45.3 percent girls. The following 
percentages were quoted for the nationality origin of the main experi- 
mental group: English 30.7 percent, German 15.7 percent, Scotch 
11.3 percent, Irish 9.0 percent, French 5.7 percent, Scotch-Irish 2.8 
percent, Swedish 2.5 percent, Italian 1.4 percent, Welsh 1.4 percent, 
Austrian 1.3 percent. The rest of the subjects were distributed among 
18 other racial or nationality origins. 

These data indicated that, in comparison with the general popula- 
tion of the cities concerned, the gifted group showed a 100 percent 
excess of subjects of Jewish faith, a 25 percent excess of parents 
who were of native parentage, a probable excess of Scotch ancestry, 
and a deficiency of Latin and Negro ancestry. The social and 
economic status of the main experimental group was described by a 
variety of measures. On the basis of the Taussig classification of the 
fathers’ occupations, 31.4 percent were professionals, 50 percent were 
semi-professional and business, 11.8 percent were skilled laborers, 
and 6.8 percent were semiskilled and unskilled laborers. In com- 
parison with the proportion of professionals and semi-professionals 
in the 1910 census of the communities concerned, the main experi- 
mental group was selectively high in occupational status. Ratings 
of the occupations of parents on the Barr Scale gave a mean which 
was far above the mean Barr rating for the general population. 
Ratings of 288 random homes of the gifted on the Whittier Scale 
for home grading yielded a mean score above that for unselected 
homes. The neighborhoods in which 305 randomly selected homes 
of .gifted children were located rated oilly a little above “average.” 
The average parent of the gifted child had covered about twice as 
many school grades as the average adult in the population. 

Children in the main experimental group were rated on 25 traits 
by one teacher and by one of the parents. In addition, teacher ratings 
were obtained for 523 children (aged eight to 14) in a control 
group of children enrolled in the same classes as the gifted. The 
Raubenheimer-Cady battery of tests was also given to 532 gifted 
subjects aged seven to 14 and to a control group of 533 unselected 
subjects aged 10 to 14. The battery consisted of the following tests: 
1. Two tests of the tendency to overstate in reporting experience and 
knowledge 2. Three tests of wholesomeness of preferences and atti- 
tudes (reading preferences, character preferences, and social atti- 
tudes, respectively) 3. A test of cheating under circumstances that 
offered considerable temptation. 4. The Woodworth-Cady test of 
emotional instability (a self-analysis inventory). 
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Table 1 

Percentages of Gifted Subjects Rated by Teachers 
Above the Mean of the Control Group* 



Traits Percent 



Volitional traits 

Will power and perseverance 84 

Desire to excell 84 

Self-confidence 81 

Prudence and forethought 81 

Average of volitional traits 82.5 

Emotional traits 

Sense of humor 74 

Cheerfulness and optimism 64 

Permanence of moods 63 

Average of emotional traits 67 

Moral traits 

Conscientiousness 72 

Truthfulness 71 

Sympathy and tenderness 58 

Generosity and unselfishness 55 

Average of moral traits „ 64 

Social traits 

Leadership 70 

Sensitivity to approval 57 

Popularity 56 

Freedom from vanity 52 

Fondness for large groups 52 

Average of social traits 57.4 



* Adapted from L. M. Termnn, 8c M. H. Oden et al., The Gifted Child Grows Upi 
Twenty-Five Years Follow-Up of a Superior Group, Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. IV 
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1947), p. 52. 



A summary of teacher ratings is presented in Table 1. It is of 
particular interest to note that the “gifted” subjects were rated above 
the mean of the control group on the following traits related to 
interpersonal behavior: will power and perseverance, self-confidence, 
desire to excel, sense of humor, cheerfulness and optimism, con- 
scientiousness, truthfulness, sympathy and tenderness, generosity 
and unselfishness, leadership, sensitivity to approval, popularity, 
freedom from vanity, and fondness for large groups. 

In their analysis of the findings on the test battery, Terman and 
Oden reported the percentage of gifted subjects who equaled or sur- 
passed the mean of the control subjects in each of the seven 
character tests: 
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Percentage 


Percentage 




of Boys 


of Girls 


1. Overstatement A 


57 


59 


2. Overstatement B 


63 


73 


3. Book preferences 


74 


76 


4. Character preferences 


77 


81 


5. Social attitudes 


86 


83 


6. Cheating tests 


68 


61 


7. Emotional stability 


67 


75 


On the basis of this data, Terman concluded that the gifted chil- 



dren were superior in social, moral, emotional, and volitional traits 
when compared to the general population. On the Raubenheimer- 
Cady series of character tests as well as on teacher and parent 
ratings, individuals of superior intelligence were far above the mean 
of the control groups in traits related to personal and social 
adjustment. 

The follow-up studies on the original experimental group indicated 
a reasonably consistent picture in childhood, adolescence and 
maturity. The gifted group reportedly maintained a superior ad- 
justment in later life. A follow-up study (Terman, 1940) of the main 
experimental and control groups was conducted. Each man rated 
himself and was rated also by his wife or a parent. Although the 
three sets of ratings were made independently, agreement was 
unanimous on four traits upon which the two groups differed most 
widely: “persistence in the accomplishment of ends,” “integration 
toward goals, as contrasted with drifting,” “self-confidence” and 
“freedom from inferiority feelings.” Terman concluded that the 
greatest contrast between the “gifted” and the control groups was 
in the drive to achieve and in all-round mental and social adjustment. 

In 1940 and again in 1945, the gifted subjects were rated for 
general mental health. In 1940, 80.55 percent were judged as 
making a satisfactory adjustment, 15.26 percent showed some mal- 
adjustment and 4.19 percent were seriously maladjusted. The inci- 
dence rate of psychosis for “gifted” subjects was slightly below 
expectancy for the general population in both 1940 and 1945. The 
differences between the gifted and control groups in prevalence of 
mental disturbance, although not substantial, were in slight favor 
of the gifted (1947). 

Research by H oiling worth also has had a considerable impact on 
popular concepts of the personal and social characteristics of the 
intellectually gifted individual. In collaboration with Rust (1937), she 
contrasted 55 highly intelligent adolescents with the norms for college 
and adult groups on the Bernreuter Inventory of Personality. The 
subjects were 26 boys and 19 girls with an average age of 18 and 
one-half years. The IQ’s of all had been taken in early childhood on 
the Stanford-Binet and ranged from 135 to 190 with a median of 
153. All but four of the subjects were Jewish. Hollingworth and Rust 
found the highly intelligent subjects, to have lower scores on the 
Neurotic Tendency category and higher scores on the Dominance- 
Submission and Self-Sufficiency categories of the Bernreuter test 



than the normative populations. The divergence was noticeable for 
both sexes. The authors concluded that adolescents who as children 
tested from 135 to 190 ( Stanf ord-Binet IQ) are “much less neurotic, 
much more self-sufficient, and much less submissive than college 
students in general, or adults of the mental calibre represented by 
the Bemreuter norms. They acknowledged the possible influence of 
the fact that almost all of the adolescents were Jewish and that the 
data were based on self-estimates rather than actual conduct. In 
1940, Hollingworth, Terman and Oden concluded on the basis of 
evidence to that date, “. . . the older studies are confirmed by the 
new in reporting that children from 130 to 150 IQ as a group showed 
superior adjustment of all sorts on the basis of character and 
temperament.” 

Witty (1940) evaluated the general social status of 50 gifted 
subjects (Stanford-Binet IQ of 140 and above) over a period of 10 
years. At the time of the original study the average age of the 26 
male and 24 female subjects was 10 years, five months. General 
information was obtained on social and moral traits, activities in 
and out of school, talents, interests and future plans. Similar data 
were also obtained for a control group (IQ 90 to 110) paired with 
the gifted according to sex, age, and race. Both groups were pri- 
marily of English, Scotch, German and Jewish ancestry. The average 
yearly income of the fathers of the gifted, however, was far above 
that of the average controls. At the time of the first investigation 
(1924-1925), data regarding social and moral traits were obtained 
from two objective tests of “overstatement” and from teachers 
ratings of character. The gifted group was found distinctly superior 
on the measures of character development. In the second study (1929) 
gifted subjects did not appear to have lost in sociability and general 
adaptability on the basis of teacher ratings. At the time of the third 
study (1933-1934), 10 of the gifted subjects appeared to be malad- 
justed, three of them decidedly so. All had previously reached or ex- 
ceeded medians for children of their ages upon character tests. The 10 
maladjusted were of two general types: 1. The withdrawn, who 
displayed anxiety feelings and marked insecurity. 2. The indifferent, 
socially inadequate, bored dilettantes who understood life’s issues 
but refused to participate in them. 

Samaseshan (1957) studied the social and emotional adjustment 
of a group of adolescent boys and girls, divided into categories as 
the very gifted, the moderately gifted and the average. Intelligence 
classification was determined by a variety of group and individual 
tests. Subjects were rated on a five-point scale of social adjustment 
by teachers and on the Washbume Social Adjustment Inventory for 
traits of truthfulness, helpfulness, alienation, sympathy, purpose, 
impulse judgment, control and superior wishes. The social ad- 
justment of the gifted was found to be superior to that of the average. 

Miller (1956) attempted to ascertain social status differences be- 
tween children classified as “mentally superior,” “mentally typical,” 
and “mentally retarded.” IQ ranges on the Primary Mental Abilities 
Test for these three groups were 120 to 140, 90 to 110, and 60 to 80, 
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respectively. Of the 120 fourth and sixth grade subjects included, 
65 were boys and 55 girls. Social status was defined as the subject s 
acceptance or rejection as a friend. Miller found ®° cia ) r ® tat QS J 1 ® ® 

linearly related to intelligence up to an IQ of 150. The Superior 
children were most wanted as friends by classmates. Socioempathy, 
or the ability to perceive the social status of self and others, also 

covaried with intelligence. . 

A study by Martyn (1957) suggested that social status may vary 
to some extent with age or grade placement. Data on 354 gmted 
subjects in grades four through 12 were compared with that on 3000 
other students. The gifted included subjects with IQs above 140 on 
the Stanford-Binet and above 130 on the Wechsler-Bellevue. Cunning- 
ham’s Classroom Social Distance Scale was used to rate the social 
acceptance of the gifted by their classmates. Martyn reported that 
the mean Social Acceptance score for the total group of gifted stu- 
dents was significantly greater (p<.005) than for their classmates. 
However, the mean acceptance score at the high school level tor 
43 gifted subjects was not significantly higher than for 491 class- 
mates. At the junior high and elementary school levels, mean socia 
acceptance scores of the gifted were significantly higher. 

Similarities in the Personal and Social < 

Adjustment of Intellectually Gifted 
and Average Subjects 

Other research findings accent the similarities rather than the 
differences in personality characteristics and adjustment of the in- 
tellectually gifted and the average. In reviewing the literature up to 
1940 concerning intelligence and personality tests, Lorge (1940) 
noted the wide diversity of findings. The range of correlations be- 
tween intelligence and various aspects of personality as measured 
by questionnaires and inventories was from .00 to .43 in absolute 
value with half the correlations falling between .00 and .10.^ Correla- 
tions between intelligence and “psychoneurotic tendency range 
from + 18 to —.43. Correlations between intelligence and ascend- 
ance-submission ranged from +.16 to -.15. Intelligence was more 
highly correlated with personality characteristics measured by word- 
association type tests, by tests of personality performance and tests or 
moral knowledge and judgment. For example, tests of moral know - 
edge (ethical discrimination, social intelligence and moral judgment) 
gave significant positive correlations with intelligence, ranging from 
+ .12 to +.65 or better. Tests of personality performance measuring 
tendency to cheat, resistance to suggestibility, etc., showed a wide 
range of correlations with intelligence, from —.49 to +.77. Many 

disparities existed from study to study. 

Angelino and Shedd (1955) studied a group of 101 children from 
the Oklahoma schools, aged six to 13. IQ’s on the California Test 
of Mental Maturity ranged from 135 to 159. The scores of these 
highly intelligent subjects on the Rosenzweig Picture Frustration 
Test were compared to the normative data for this test. Angelino 
and Shedd reported that the subjects of high intelligence did not 
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appear to meet everyday stress situations any better than the person 
of average intelligence. They reacted to stress situations very much 
the same as the average child. 

Wrenn, Ferguson and Kennedy (1936) presented data regarding 
personality differences of junior college students whose intelligence 
scores on the American Council on Education Psychological Examina- 
tion deviated widely. Three hundred twenty-four men and women 
students who scored at the upper five percent of the distribution 
were compared with 240 students who scored at the lower 15 percent. 

The Bemreuter Personality Inventory was administered to all 
subjects. This test attempts to measure a number of traits. A high 
score on the Neurotic Scale infers “emotional instability.” A high 
score on the Self-Sufficiency Scale describes “those who prefer to be 
alone, rarely ask for sympathy or encouragement and who tend to 
ignore the advice of others.” A low score on the Self-Sufficiency 
Scale identifies those who “dislike solitude and who often seek advice 
and encouragement.” A high score on the Dominance Scale indicates 
a person “who tends to dominate in face-to-face relationships.” 
Wrenn et al, found that extremes of intelligence did not appear 
to be associated with degree of “emotional stability” (Neurotic Scale). 
The highly intelligent students, however, were much more “self- 
sufficient” and “dominant” than students of lower levels of ability 
or the average of the college population. High mental ability ap- 
peared to be associated with independence of mental and social 

habits. On the other hand, it was found that men students with low 
intelligence test, scores were more “dominant” in social behavior than 
men at the high intelligence level. They also appeared to be more 
“self-confident” on the basis of the greater definity in their responses 
and a greater tendency to exaggerate statements of their own 
prowess. This suggested to the authors that the inferior group 
compensated for feelings of inferiority by assuming social dominance 
and greater social aggressiveness. 

Strang (1956) compared some of the viewpoints of gifted adoles- 
cents about the problems of growing up with those of their class- 
mates. Subjects were drawn from grades seven to 12 and gifted 

students were selected on the basis of an IQ of 120 or more on a 

group test which was not specified. The relative frequency of prob- 
lems cited by senior high school students is relevant to the present 
investigation. Strang found that students of average and superior 
intellect were more or less equally concerned with the following 
types of problems: dissatisfaction with own body and status; prob- 
lems of sibling relationship; concern with problems of parents or 
family; concern with social behavior; making friends and getting 
along with people. The gifted appealed to show more concern for 
the following problems: desire for greater acceptance by peers; con- 
cern with boy-girl relationships; and lack of closeness and rapport 
with parents. On the basis of these findings, however, similarities 
in the adjustment problems of these two groups were more in 
evidence than gross differences. 




Getzels and Jackson (1958) explored the relationship between 
intelligence and several measures of psychological health among 292 
boys and 241 girls enrolled in grades six to 12 in a private Mid- 
western school. All subjects were given an individual intelligence 
test (in most cases the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children) 
and the following tests of psychological health: Group Rorschach, 
a Direct and Indirect Sentence Completion Test and the California 
Test of Personality. The mean of the correlations between the 
measure of intelligence and the measures of psychological health was 
.04 with a range from — .58 to -f-.56. Because of the extreme range 
and average size of the correlation coefficients, the authors pointed 
to the dangers inherent in making broad and sweeping statements 
concerning the relationship between psychological health and cogni- 
tive functioning in adolescents. They emphasized the need to consider 
sex, school grade, the type of psychological health criterion and 
the type of cognitive functioning measured, all of which appeared 
to have some effect on variability in psychological health. 

Types of Personal and Social Maladjustment 
Differentiating Superior and Average Subjects 

The evidence concerning the types of personal and social malad- 
justment shown most frequently by highly intelligent subjects is of 
a conflicting nature. Several studies conclude that the adjustment 
problems of the intellectually gifted are very similar to those of 
average individuals. Zorbaugh and Boardman (1936) reviewed 
the case histories of 184 children referred to a Clinic for the Social 
Adjustment of the Gifted at New York University over a period of 
three years. An IQ of 130 or above was employed as the criterion of 
giftedness. Symptoms and specific problems were of a wide variety 
and included the entire gamut of adjustment problems: enuresis, 
masturbation, stuttering, hysteria, compulsions, mild obsessions, 
seclusiveness, temper tantrums, quarreling, defiance, etc. Neville 
(1937) also reported a wide range of social adjustment problems 
among 78 highly intelligent children referred to a psychological 
clinic. Maladjustments of these children, aged three to 13, included 
fits of depression, stammering, stealing, outbursts of temper, extreme 
jealously and expressions of self-doubt. 

Other studies report that intellectually gifted youngsters exhibit 
distinct types of social maladjustment. Lewis (1943) concluded 
that gifted children who were maladjusted seldom showed evidence 
of aggressive behavior. Instead, their maladjusted behavior more 
often was of the withdrawing or egocentric type. Maladjustment 
took the form of daydreaming, nervousness, moods, depression, over- 
sensitivity to self, inattentiveness in class, laziness, self-conciousness, 
suggestibility and overcriticism of others. Levy (1931) also reported 
on the types of maladjustment shown by individuals of different 
intelligence levels. He examined 700 case records of children in the 
age range three to 18 who had been referred to the Institute of 
Juvenile Research in Chicago. Individuals with IQ’s below 80 were 
eliminated. He found that as intelligence level rose the percentage 
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of “personality” and “emotional” problms increased markedly, 
whereas “delinquency” diminished with increase in IQ. The cate- 
gorization of types of problems was not entirely clear-cut. Personality 
and emotional problems were defined as “problems in getting along 
with self and others, temper tantrums, negativism, quarrelsomeness, 
mood changeability, sullenness and stubbomess.” Delinquency was 
defined as resistance to organized authority, truancy, stealing, and 
destructiveness to personal property. 

Comparison of Highly Intelligent and Retarded Subjects 

There is no dearth of research comparing the intellectually gifted 
individual with the mentally retarded or intellectually inferior. Re- 
search findings are in general agreement as to the superiority of the 
highly intelligent in personal and social adjustment in comparison 
to deviates at the other end of the intellectual continuum. 

McGehee and Lewis (1942), on the basis of an extensive study of 
school children in 36 states, concluded that the child of superior 
intelligence would have a much better chance of developing a 
desirable personality than the child retarded in intelligence. Their 
subjects included 45,000 children in grades four to eight inclusive. 
The group designated as mentally superior included the top 10 per- 
cent and the mentally retarded the lowest 10 percent of this 
population as measured by the Kuhlmann-Anderson Test. Two 
measures of personality were used, a personality inventory, and 
teachers’ ratings of 70 personality traits. Both types of data pointed 
“quite unequivocally” to more desirable personalities among the 
intellectually superior than the retarded. Laycock (1933) and 
McElwee (1932) also compared the personality traits of children 
of superior and inferior school performance and these studies are 
sometimes cited as evidence of the superior social traits of the 
intellectually gifted. 

A study by Lightfoot (1951) of the personality characteristics of 
bright and dull children employed more comprehensive techniques 
of measurement. Lightfoot compared 48 superior subjects with 56 
mental retardates. The superior ranged in Binet IQ from 130 to 200, 
the retarded from 68 to 104. All these children were enrolled in 
an experimental school in the New York City public school system. 
Subjects were matched as closely as possible in terms of sex and 
age. The gifted ranged in age from 10 years, one month to 12 years, 
10 months, the retarded from 10 yfears, one month to 13 years, five 
months. The gifted included 18 girls and 30 boys, the retarded 20 
girls and 36 boys. Lightfoot studied these children by means of home 
visits, interviews with the children, a psychological test, a rating 
scale, a projective test situation and a general case study. Bright 
children were compared to the dull children on 20 of the need 
variables identified by Murray. The Superior children rated sig- 
nificantly higher on Achievement, Affiliation, Autonomy, Cognizance, 
Creativity, and Dominance needs on all six of the measurement 
techniques used. They were higher on Appearance, Protectiveness, 
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and Recognition needs on five techniques and higher on Aggression 
and Exhibition on two techniques. The dull children were signifi- 
cantly higher on Dependence needs on five techniques, Seclusion on 
three^ and higher on Defendance, Deference, Placidity and Rejection 
needs on two techniques. According to the sixth-grade norms o 
the Mailer Personality Sketches (a self-analysis inventory) the 
Superior were reported to be “somewhat better adjusted than the 

Retarded group. 

Comparisons of the Personal and Social Adjustment of 
Individuals of Varying Social Class Status 

There is also a large body of research on the j : ® la i tions ] lip T ^ e ^f^ 
social class position and personal and social adjustment. Hoffeditz 
f 1934), Springer (1938) and Brown (1936) found low status groups 
to be more neurotic, less dominant, less self-sufficient, more mutable 
and more insecure than middle and high status groups on the basis 
of such personality tests as the Bemreuter and Brown Personality 
Inventories. Stagner (1935) found that lower class college students 
more frequently developed traits of nervousness, introversion, in- 
feriority feelings, social passivity and seclusiveness. Douvan (195b), 
in a study of a large group of adolescents from middle and working 
class homes, concluded that middle class youngsters were char- 
acterized by more autonomous behavior and more generalized suc- 
cess strivings than working class youngsters. 

In a review of the literature up to 1952, Auld (1952) found that 
one-third of the studies reported appreciably better adjustment among 
middle and higher class subjects. In every study where sigmfican 
differences existed between social classes, middle and higher class 
subjects received more favorable personality test scores than lower 
class subjects. However, differences were generally greater when 
there was considerable spread in social class status among subject 
groups and when social (dwelling area, education and occupation) 
rather than economic (income, possessions) criteria of social class 
status were employed. Contradictory findings were reported for 
example by Davidson (1943) in an extensive investigation of the 
relationship between economic background and personality adjust- 
ment. Davidson’s subjects included 60 boys and 42 girls in the age 
range nine to 13. Forty-nine were bright and talented children at- 
tending a New York public school. Fifty-three attended a New York 
City private school serving children from families of high mcome. 
The mean IQ was 143 and all children in the study tested above 120. 
Income was used as the measure of socio-economic status. Despite 
the uniformly high ini* llectual capacity of the subjects, there was 
as wide a variation in personality characteristics as would be ex- 
pected in any sampling of children. No significant differences were 
found among the income levels in such traits as attitudes toward 
one’s family, feelings of inferiority or in various types of interests. 
Also, on the basis of Rorschach test responses, Davidson concluded 
there was no evidence of a relationship between income and such 






patterns of personality as introversion and extroversion, constriction, 
control in emotional situations, nor other aspects of personal and 
social adjustment. Neither intelligence nor income, therefore, ap- 
peared to be a significant source of variation in determining the 
degree of adjustment or specific types of personality characteristics. 

The study previously cited by Levy (1931) reported that lower 
class children tended to demonstrate different problems in adjust- 
ment than higher class children. Children from the higher socio- 
economic classes presented more emotional and personality problems 
whereas children belonging to the lower classes more frequently 
displayed social problems. Levy’s data also suggested that intelli- 
gence was a more significant factor than social class in the etiology 
of children’s adjustment problems. When these two variables op- 
erated in different directions, intelligence appeared to carry more 
weight in shaping behavior. 

Organization of the Present Study 

Previous research on the comparative social and emotional adjust- 
ment of intellectually gifted and average subjects deserves a critical 
examination. One important issue is the representativeness of the 
population studied. The most widely publicized investigations (Ter- 
man, Hollingworth, Witty) are open to criticism because subjects 
were not only of high intelligence but also disproportionately higher 
in social class status than the general population. When a group is 
highly select in social class status as well as in intelligence one may 
legitimately question whether the differential results are a function 
of contrasting levels of intelligence or contrasting levels of social 
class. Although Terman’s findings were often confirmed, corrobora- 
tive studies frequently drew subjects from university communities 
because of the relative convenience of locating bright children and 
were also open to the same possibility of social class bias. 

Research populations of gifted subjects have often been unique 
in religious and nationality backgrounds. In the study by Holling- 
worth and Rust, for example, the intellectually gifted were almost 
exclusively of Jewish faith. Research generally has neglected to 
acknowledge the influence of other factors besides intelligence on 
personal and social adjustment. Intelligence may account for some 
but not necessarily for all of the variance in adjustment. Individuals 
need to be considered in terms of the particular sub-populations of 
which they are part by virtue of age, sex, social class status, ethnic 
stock, nationality, racial origin and religious background. In the 
present study, a fundamental objective was to equate the Intellec- 
tually Gifted and Average groups as closely as possible in terms of 
these associated variables. 

Another source of bias in previous research was the unique nature 
of the setting in which studies were made. Highly intelligent subjects 
were often enrolled in special classes or special schools whereas the 
average control subjects were drawn from other types of school 
environments. Children in special classes for the gifted are often 






chosen on the basis of leadership or other superior character and 
social traits as well as superior intelligence. The selection process 
tends to identify socially-responsible, well-adjusted students. The 
special class setting with its emphasis upon individualization and 
i optimum stimulation also may have a differential effect upon person- 

ality and social traits. Findings of significant differences between 
such groups and random samples of average students in the regular 
classroom might be a reasonable expectation. Therefore, in the 
present study, an equal number of subjects of superior and average 
intelligence were selected from the regular classes of the same 
senior high schools in one large city school system, 
i A third consideration is the particular methodology employed at 

i the time of previous research on the adjustment of the intellectually 

I gifted. As Lorge (1940) pointed out, early investigators relied on a 

number of ''catch all” personality scales or performance tests, each of 
which was designed to measure some particular aspect of adjustment 
such as “psychoneurotic tendency,” “extroverted behavior” or be- 
havioral manifestations of lying, cheating or suggestibility. In recent 
years, more sophisticated methods of personality assessment have 
been developed. Whereas Terman and other early investigators 
depended primarily on empirical judgments or on tests of narrow 
aspects of personality, today we are able to employ more systematic 
assessment techniques founded upon more inclusive theories of 
personality. 

In the period of years since Terman’s original study, there also 
has been a change in prevailing concepts of psychological health. 
Much of the previous research defined adjustment in tenns of con- 
formity to social norms or the possession of certain socially- 
sanctioned character traits. The intellectually gifted have been re- 
ported to possess traits such as self-sufficiency, autonomy, domi- 
nance, responsibility, will power, desire to excel, sympathy, conscien- 
tiousness, and perseverance more frequently than subjects of average 
intelligence. These traits correspond to those most highly valued 
by the democratic, middle-class Protestant ethic in our culture. When 
other criteria for adjustment were employed, differences in personal 
and social adjustment among the gifted and the average were not so 
pronounced. No significant differences were found on the basis of 
reactions to stress situations. Marked differences were not in evi- 
dence in subjective reports of problems. A survey of attitudes and 
an analysis of Rorschach responses failed to reveal marked dif- 
ferences. Consistent differences were not found in types of mal- 
adjustive symptoms. Terman reported a slightly lower incidence of 
! mental disturbance in the adult gifted than in the general population. 

However, base rates for mental disturbance in the general population 
are recognized to be of doubtful reliability (Pearson & Kley, 1957). 
Until greater reliance can be placed on base rates and age expec- 
tancies for mental disorders, comparisons of incidence rates need 
to be interpreted with caution. Therefore, previous research findings 
must be examined critically in the light of the criteria for adjustment. 
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Psychological health certainly should not be evaluated entirely on 
the basis of surface behavior, conformity to social norms and inci- 
dence rates. A major objective of the present study was to develop 
a multi-dimensional definition of personal and social adjustment. A 
second goal was to develop objective procedures for the assessment 
of these criteria. 

In summary, the major purpose of the present study was to 
evaluate the relative personal and social adjustment of adolescents 
of superior and average intelligence. Biased sampling procedures 
in some of the previous investigations in this area indicated the need 
for better control of other variables which influence adjustment by 
equating subjects as closely as possible in social-class status, age, 
sex, nationality and religious background. A second goal was to 
insure that both subject groups were drawn from the same type of 
school environment. Furthermore, an attempt was made to employ 
a broader concept of positive adjustment and to adopt more compre- 
hensive techniques of personality assessment than was characteristic 
of previous research in this area. 



THE SAMPLE 

Criteria for Selection of Subjects 

The general plan of the study was to identify two groups of 
adolescents, one intellectually gifted, the other intellectually average. 
Subjects in the two groups were to be equated as nearly as possible 
on the basis of social class position, chronological age, sex, religion 
and nationality background. Other criteria for inclusion of subjects 
were as follows: 1. Enrollment in regular classes in grades nine 
through 12 in the public high schools of Syracuse, New York. 2. 
Attendance of subjects in their particular school and home classroom 
for at least six months prior to the initiation of the study. 3. Ap- 
proximately equal representation of gifted and average subjects from 
each senior high school. 4. White racial stock; Negro subjects were 
excluded. Originally it was planned to continue sampling until 25 
subjects were identified in the following four subgroups: Superior 
Intelligence-Low Social Class; Superior Intelligence-High Social 
Class; Average Intelligence-Low Social Class; Average Intelligence- 
High Social Class. 

Definition of Intelligence 

The term intelligence, as employed in this study, refers to cognitive 
functioning as measured by the individual’s performance on a stand- 
ardized intelligence test. In this case the measure employed was the 
Total Mental Factors IQ on the California Test of Mental Maturity, 
Advanced Form (C.T.M.M.) (Sullivan, Clark & Tiegs, 1951). The 
actual intelligence quotients used to delimit Superior and Average 
intelligence will depend upon the particular intelligence test used 
and the variability of its sampling distribution. Individuals desig- 
nated Superior on the basis of the Stanford-Binet Scale include those 
with IQ’s from 130 to 150, representing a percentile range of .9699 
to .9991. Individuals designated as of Average intelligence on the 
basis of the Stanford-Binet Scale include those with IQ’s between 
90 and 110, a percentile range from .2643 to .7357. The same range 
of IQ’s from the C.T.M.M. would not necessarily identify comparable 
groups. Therefore, percentile rather than IQ scores were employed 
to select individuals of Superior and Average intelligence. Superior 
intelligence (or intellectual giftedness) refers in this study to those 
individuals testing between the 95th and the 99th percentiles on 
the C.T.T.M. Average intelligence refers to those testing between 
the 25th and the 75th percentiles on the C.T.T.M. Total Mental 
Factors IQ’s for these percentile ranges vary as follows for the four 



high-school grades: 


25th to 75th Percentile 


95th to 99th Percentile 


Ninth Grade 


88 to 112 


124 to 136 


Tenth Grade 


91 to 113 


125 to 137 


Eleventh Grade 


92 to 114 


127 to 138 


Twelfth Grade 


94 to 117 


129 to 140 
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The standard error of measurement of Total Mental Factors IQ’s 
based on 400 students in grades nine to 12 is 3.4 (Sullivan, Clark & 
Tiegs, 1951). However, in order to insure no overlapping of scores 
between groups, subjects in the Average group were required to 
have IQ’s between 90 and 110, representing a percentile range of .30 
to .60. Percentiles were computed as of the date the test was 
administered' and the class level of the subject at that time. Thus, 
a tenth grader with an IQ of 124 would qualify for the Superior group 
if the test had been given during the ninth grade. It was required 
that the C.T.M.M. had been administered no longer than two years 
prior to the initiation of the study. 1 

Definition of Social Class Status 

The Index of Status Characteristics (I.S.C.) based on three factors, 
father’s occupation, father’s education, and type of dwelling area, 
was used to define social class position. Status ratings for father’s 
occupations were derived from a guide for rating job titles pub- 
lished by the University of Chicago (McCall, 1956). These occupa- 
tional schedules, gathered in an area sample of the Chicago metro- 
politan community, are designed for use in large urban communities 
and represent a refinement of the occupational status indices orig- 
inally published by Warner, Meeker and Eells (1949). Status ratings 
for fathefs education were based on the Warner, Meeker and Eells 
seven-point rating scale. Ratings for type of dwelling area were ob- 
tained from data published for the Syracuse urban area (Willie, 
1957). Standard scores for three variables related to type of dwelling 
area (monthly rental paid, home value, and number of single family 
homes) were averaged and a composite standard score derived for 
each of the 61 city census tracts. The composite scores were ranked 
on a seven-point scale. Individual subjects were then assigned a 
rating on the basis of residence by census tract. The status ratings 
for father’s occupation, father’s education and dwelling area were 
weighted five, fo*«i\ and three respectively in the computation of 
the Index of Status Characteristics. Subjects in the two main groups 
were assigned either to a High Social Class or a Low Social Class 
subgroup, using an I.S.C. score of 51 as the cutting point for assign- 
ment of individuals to either subgroup. The High Social Class group 
included Upper, Upper Middle and Lower Middle Class subjects and 
the Low Social Class group included Upper Lower and Lower Lower 
Class subjects. 



1 Although "giftedness” usually has bcon doflned in previous studies on tho basis 
of the singlo IQ variablo, tho torms “Rifted” and “highly intelligent” are not synony- 
mous. Some yoars ago, Witty (1940) obsorvod that intelligence toots are measures 
of "ovor*loarnod” material and often fail to identify creative ability. Rosonrch by 
Gotzols and Jackson (1958) domonstratos that the highly creativo individual is not 
always tho one who domonstratos high cognitive functioning on montal tests. Thus, 
subjoots classified hero as "intolloctually giftod” would not necessarily fulfill this 
broader definition of “giftodnoss” which includes a potential for croativo work. 
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Selection Procedures 



Test scores on the California Test of Mental Maturity, available 
at the Board of Education office of the Syracuse Public Schools, 
were inspected for the preliminary screening of Superior and Average 
students. Initial lists of subjects included all boys and girls in the five 
city high schools with IQ’s above 120 and IQ’s between 90 and 110. 
Three of the five senior high schools in the city were selected which 
promised to produce a sample of students differing widely in social 
class position as well as in intelligence. Cumulative records were 
examined for information as to age and nationality background, 
rough estimate of social class position was made on the basis of 
family residence, using norms published for the Syracuse community 
(Willie 1957). With this information, an approximate matching or 
subjects was accomplished for each of the three high schools. 



A total of 104 subjects were originally tested. Nine of these were 
later excluded because of insufficient length of attendance in school, 
because of discrepancies in information or because of Negro racial 
background. One of a set of twins was randomly excluded. During 
testing, more complete information concerning social class position 
was obtained. Each subject completed a personal data sheet prior 
to the administration of other tests. If information from cumulative 
records differed, subjects were asked for clarification prior to the 
completion of testing. It was discovered that many su jects o *8 
intelligence originally classified as Lower Class were instead o 
Middle or Upper Class status. After the final completion of I.S.C. 
ratings, the total number of subjects in the Superior group was 50, 
the total number in the Average group, 45. However, only 19 sub- 
jects of Superior Intelligence-Low Social Class status were identifie , 
as compared to 31 of Superior Intelligence-High Social Class status. 
In comparison, it was relatively easy to identify an adequate number 
of subjects of Average intelligence, whether of High or Low Social 
Class status. Although the populations of the other two city high 
schools was thoroughly canvassed, it proved impossible to locate 25 
subjects of Superior Intelligence and low social class status. There- 
fore, it was necessary to eliminate subjects from the other subgroups 
while maintaining proportional representation in terms of number 
of cases, sex, age, religion and nationality background. When the 
rejection of subjects involved the choice between two or more indi- 
viduals, the principle of random selection was followed. Table 
shows the number of Superior and Average boys and girls from each 
high school who were finally included in the study. The number 
selected from each high school was nearly identical, an important 
consideration because one school environment could be more con- 
ducive to good adjustment than another. 



Description of Groups 
Sex and Social Class Status 

Information on sex and social class status is contained in Tables 
3 and 4. Complete data concerning the sex, age, intelligence and 
social class characteristics of the subjects in the two main groups is 
found in the Appendix. Sex distributions were equal for the Superior 
and Average subjects; they were also equally distributed according 
to a gross differentiation into High and Low Social Class groups, 
as shown in Table 3. A more detailed analysis of I.S.C. scores for 
both groups is provided in Table 4. A rather marked difference will 
be observed in the Upper and Lower Middle Class ratings of the 
Superior and Average groups. The mean I.S.C. scores for the Superior 
and Average groups were 43.83 and 47.48, respectively, and the best 
characterization of each group, on the basis of mean scores, would 
be Lower Middle Class. 

Intelligence 

Comparative data on the intelligence of the Superior and Average 
groups appears in Table 5. Means, standard deviations and ranges 
of Total Mental Factors IQ’s are shown in Column 1. The same data 
are reported in Columns 2 and 3 for Language and Non-Language 
Factors IQ’s. Total Mental Factors IQ’s were used as the basis for 
classifying subjects. One ninth-grade girl included in the Superior 
group (Subject 32 in Appendix) fell slightly below the criterion IQ of 
124. It was necessary to include this subject in order to provide 
a sufficient number of Superior subjects of Lower-Class status. This 
girl, however, had a reported IQ of 131 on the Lorge-Thomdike 
Intelligence Test. 

The t-ratio was employed to test for the significance of difference 
in the mean IQ’s of the two groups. The level of significance for 
rejection of the hypothesis of no difference for the three sets of means 
is shown in Table 5. The variances for the two groups were 
homogeneous for Total Mental Factors and Language Factors IQ’s 
(Snedecor F test for homogeneity of variance). However, the Su- 
perior subjects showed significantly greater variability in Non- 
Language Factor IQ’s than the Average subjects. 

Chronological Age 

The mean age of the Superior group was 15 years, 10 months and 
the standard deviation nine months. The mean age of the Average 
group was 16 years, one month and the standard deviation nine 
months. The age range of the Superior group was 14 years, four 
months, to 17 years, five months, for the Average group, 14 years, 
five months to 17 years, 8 months. Mean ages of the two groups 
were therefore within three months of each other and the age 
ranges were nearly the same. 

Nationality Background 

Subjects were asked to indicate the nationality of both parents on 
the Personal Data sheet. In the case of mixed descent they were 
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Table 2 

Number of Superior and Average Subjects 
From Each High School 





Superior 


Average 


High School 


Boys 


Girls 


Boys 


Girls 


TJ4rrVi GnVmnl T 


15 


9 


14 


9 




4 


4 


4 


5 


nigll OU 1 UU 1 xx 

Hieh School III 


5 


5 


6 


4 




24 


18 


24 


18 



Table 3 

Sex and Social Class Status of Superior and 
Average Subjects 







Sex 


Social Class Status 


Group 


TSJ 




Girls 


Lower Class 


Higher Class 


IN 


Boys 


Boys Girls 


Boys Girls 


Superior 

Average 


_ 42 
_ 42 


24 

24 


18 

18 


11 8 
11 8 


13 10 
13 10 



j 



1 



p- 



r 

r- 







Table 4 

Index of Status Characteristics Scores for the 
Superior and Average Groups 







Group 


Range 


Social Class Status 


Superior 


Average 


-t Cll 




3 


6 


12 - 21 
22-37 
38-51 


TTrmnr Ayfirlrllp PI aqq 


12 


3 


Lower Middle Class 


8 


14 




23 


23 


52-66 

67-84 




17 


16 


Upper LOWcI vlaoo 

Lower Lower Class 


2 


3 




19 


19 



19 
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instructed to list all the national strains present. The question con- 
cerning nationality of parents was answered by 78 Superior subjects 
and 68 Average subjects. In tabulating the responses a weight of 
four points was given when only one nationality was mentioned, 
three points to each nationality when two national strains were 
mentioned (e.g. English-German), two points to each nationality 
when three were mentioned and one point to each nationality when 
four were mentioned. The points were then totaled by nationality 
and reduced to percentages for each group as shown in Table 6. 
The percentages are very similar for both groups. A comparison 
of the nationality background of the Superior group with that of 
the population in the Terman study (1925) shows a much larger 
proportion of subjects of Italian extraction (12.0 percent as com- 
pared to 1.4 percent in the Terman study). 



Table 6 



Nationality Background of Superior and Average Subjects 







Superior 


Average 






Per Cent of 
Total 


Per Cent of 
Total 


Pncrlidh — 




23.6 


20.9 






17.9 


16.3 






12.0 


19.6 






8.4 


3.6 






8.4 


14.0 






4.9 


6.5 






4.9 


5.2 


Pile: Rian _ .... 




6.2 


2.6 


Polish 




3.3 


2.6 


TTlrranian 




. 3.3 


— 


Aiicfrian .... 




1.9 


2.6 


WpIpR 




1.4 


0.6 






1.1 


— 






2.2 


— 


TbfnViawlr TnHian 




0.6 


— 


iVlUIlctW Jft, lUUlttll --- 

■Roumanian — 




— 


2.6 






— 


2.6 


Total 




100.1 a 


99.7 



a Discrepancy in total percent due to rounding of numbers. 



Religious Background 

Table 7 contains the comparative data on the religious background 
of the families of the subjects in the Superior and Average groups. 
The number of subjects of each religious denomination is nearly 

equal. 



Table 7 



Religious Background of Superior and Average Subjects 



Religious Background 



Superior Average 



<u 



4 



w 

4-1 

a 




<2 






ss 




J* 




S3 




Q PS 



Protestant 

Roman Catholic — 

Jewish 

Russian Orthodox 
Greek Orthodox — 



Roman Catholic— Protestant 
Roman Catholic — Jewish 



22 

8 

4 
1 
1 

5 
1 



21 

9 

5 
0 
1 

6 
0 



Total. 



42 42 



Other Characteristics of the Superior and Average Groups 

Birthplace of subjects and their parents. Information on the 
birthplace of subjects and their parents is given in Table 8. All 
subjects were bom in the United States except one in the Superior 
group. The proportion of native and foreign-born parents was almost 
identical for both groups. 

Languages spoken in the home. The number of Superior and 
Average subjects coming from English and Bilingual-speaking homes 
was equal (see Table 9). 

Educational status. In terms of grade placement at the time of 
the study, the number of Superior subjects in grades nine through 
12 were as follows: four, 14, 21, three. The number of Average 
subjects in grades nine through 12 were: seven, 16, 19, zero. 

School achievement. Results of the Iowa Test of Educational De- 
velopment were available for 24 of the Superior subjects and 26 of 
the Average subjects. The test measures eight different areas of 
achievement: social studies background, natural science background, 
correctness of expression, quantitative thinking, reading-social 
sciences, reading-natural science, reading-literature, and general 
vocabulary. The mean percentile for composite scores for the Su- 
perior subjects was 90.21, for the Average subjects, the mean per- 
centile was 54.46. 
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Table 8 



Birthplace of Subjects of Superior and Average 
Intelligence and Birthplace of Their Parents 



Birthplace 


Superior 


Average 


Subjects 

United States . _ _ - ..... 


.... 41 


42 


Ukraine „ 


..... 1 


_ 








Fathers 

United States wr — „ - ..... .... 


..... 35 


36 


Ttalv _ 


.... 3 


2 


C\ an ad a __ - ................. 


, ■ - 


2 


Austria _ 


1 


1 


dermanv - — - — — 


1 


— 


Poland - — 


— 


1 




1 


— 


Ukraine 


1 


— 


Mothers 

United States . — 


37 


38 


fJermanv _ — 


1 


1 


Uenada - .„ rrirr _ — 


. 2 


2 


Ukraine __ . 


1 


— 




1 


1 


Table 9 






Languages Spoken in the Homes of 

Average Subjects 


Superior and 


Language Spoken 


Superior 


Average 


PncdisVi nnlv - 


34 


34 








Bilingual 11 

tj'.ri ctl i qVi-T tali an - _ ... . 


3 


4 


TnfrlioVi.rivpplr ................ 


M— 


1 


il/Il^UoUVjrxcwix — — — “ 

Pn crli ffVi-Mehre w ........ 


1 


1 


TTncfUcli.riprmfln ...... 


1 


1 


Priori toll. Armenian .. . 


1 


— 


PncdicVi -Ukraine ......... - 


1 


_ 


Pnc/HaVi- Slovak ... 


1 




Italian-English 





1 


Total 


42 


42 



a Language given first is the one most frequently spoken in the home. 
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PROCEDURES 

Criteria of Personal and Social Adjustment 

Twenty or thirty years ago psychology dealt primarily with the 
non-social aspects of personality. Today, there is an increasing 
interest in the relationship of the individual to his social milieu, and 
adjustment is more frequently evaluated in terms of the adequacy of 
interpersonal behavior. Adequacy of social relationships however is 
only one of the many facets of positive adjustment. A comprehensive 
definition should include some measure of inner psychological con- 
flict as well. Six criteria of interpersonal (social) and intrapersonal 
(personal) adjustment have been developed for the purposes of the 
present study. The rationale for these criteria are discussed briefly 
in the section which follows: 

Independent-Dominant and Responsible-Cooperative Interpersonal 
Behavior 

These two clusters of interpersonal traits were chosen because 
they were representative of the socially-approved characteristics most 
frequently found to be associated with individuals of superior in- 
telligence. A high incidence of these traits has something in common 
with concepts of positive adjustment by Jahoda (1950) and Foote 
and Cottrell (1955). One of the three elements of mental health 
proposed by Jahoda was “active adjustment” or “positive striving,” 
as distinct from indiscriminant adjustment through passive ac- 
ceptance of environmental conditions. “Active adjustment” is similar 
to the concept of “interpersonal competence”’ offered by Foote and 
Cottrell. The “competent” person is one who is capable of coping 
and growing, of dealing with a changing world, discovering new 
ends and means and integrating his goals with those of others. 
The six components of “interpersonal competence” are health, in- 
telligence, empathy, autonomy, judgment, creativity and the capacity 
for love. Jahoda acknowledged that “active adjustment” is based 
upon an explicit set of values. The use of autonomous and affiliative 
interpersonal traits as measures of positive adjustment in this study 
was founded upon the assumption that they represent predominant 
values of adaptive behavior in our culture. 

Moderation of Interpersonal Behavior 

Leary (1956) asserts that an extreme or inappropriate amount 
of any kind of interpersonal trait is maladjustive. Thus, while 
independent-dominant interpersonal behavior is healthy within limits, 
extreme “conceit” and “egotism” are regarded as unhealthy. Whereas 
responsibility and cooperation are healthy interpersonal reactions 
when moderate or flexible, extreme hyper-responsibility and over- 
conventional behavior are regarded as unhealthy. This dimension 
of moderation versus extremity of interpersonal behavior was em- 
ployed as a second criteria of positive adjustment. Moderation in 
any particular trait was considered adjustive and extremity mal- 
adjustive (See Table 10). 



Unity or Integration of Personality 

According to Jahoda (1950), “unity of personality, or the main- 
tenance of a stable, internal integration” was a prerequisite of positive 
adjustment. Allport (1956) maintained that normal people are 
dominated by “preferred patterns of self-actualization” and that these 
patterns of self-actualization are consistent at both the manifest and 
latent levels of personality. According to Allport, harmony of ex- 
pression at the overt and latent levels of personality is characteristic 
of positive adjustment. The relative correspondence of self- 
descriptions and motives as expressed in fantasy therefore was 
employed as an index of unity or stability of personality in this study. 

Self-Acceptance 

Another criterion of adjustment relevant to the inner conflicts and 
dissatisfactions of the individual is the degree of self -acceptance. 
Rogers (1951) maintained that a marked descrepancy between 
one’s “perceived self” and “ideal self” is indicative of personality 
disturbance. Roberts (1952) found that a low rating of self-esteem 
was highly correlated with poor adjustment. Progress in therapy was 
found to be associated with increasing similarity between the patient s 
self-concept and ideal self concept (Norman, 1953). Other research 
lends credence to self-acceptance as a definition of positive adjust- 
ment and it therefore was employed as the fifth criterion in the 
present study. 

Accuracy of Self-Perception 

Realistic perception of oneself was another criterion of mental 
health proposed by Jahoda (1955). Accurate perception of self 
is “free from need distortion” and tallies with the reports of others. 
The relative correspondence between the subject’s perception of 
self and how others perceived him was employed as another partial 
index of adjustment in the present study. 

Procedures for the Assessment of Maladjustment 

In planning the study an attempt was made to develop assessment 
procedures which utilized a systematic set of personality variables, 
measured the six criteria of adjustment and were suitable for use 
with adolescents. 

General Method 

The study was conducted within the framework of the system 
of interpersonal diagnosis developed by the Kaiser Foundation re- 
search and clinical group (Leary, 1956). This system describes 
personality in terms of 16 ways in which a person may interact 
with another. An illustration of this classification of interpersonal 
behavior and its adjustive and maladjustive aspects is given in 
Figure 1. The 16 interpersonal variables form a circular continuum 
in which adjacent variables are positively correlated and those 
situated 180 degrees apart are negatively correlated. A varying 
degree of intensity is represented on the circular grid for each of 
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Fig. l. — C lassification of Interpersonal Behavior into I ;i 

Sixteen Categories. i 
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(Modified from M. B. Freedman, et al., “The Interpersonal Dimension of 
Personality,” Journal of Personality , XX (1951), 143-161, and T. Leary, 

Multilevel Measurement of Interpersonal Behavior: A Manual for the Use • 

of the Interpersonal System (Berkeley, California: Psychological Consul- f 

tation Service, 1957). f 







the 16 traits. Descriptive terms near the center of the circle indicate 

moderate or adjustive degrees of the trait; des 3adf U sti^ S aspects 
outer ring of the circle represent extreme or maladjustive asp 
of the St. Adjectives situated in the periphery of the circle descnbe 
the interpersonal behavior of each octant of the circle. Adjacent 
traits are combined into these eight separate categones. Another 
illustration of the classification of interpersonal traits along the 
moderate-to-extreme dimension is given in Table — vertical 

The classification is based on two polar coordinates. ™ rortical 
axis represents the dimension of power wth Dominant (D) b, ehavior 
located at the top and Submissive (S) behavior located at th 
bottom of the circle (see Figure 1). The horizontal axis represents 

the dimension of affiliation, with Hostile (H) L? of X 

located at the left and Affection or Love (L) at th ngbt of the 
circle. LaForge and Suczek (1955) and Naboisek (1953) demon- 
strated that the circular continuum of 16 traits is satisfactonly 
congruent with empirical fact. While the units around the cncle are 
not completely equidistant, the arrangement appears to be ordered 
correctly^ Rausch, Dittman and Taylor (1959) also ^ ound ® vld ^. 
of the validity of the personality constructs employed in this classi 

fication system. 



Assessment Procedures . 

The multi-level diagnostic process outlined by Leary (1956) - 

volves four primary levels of measurement. Level I, the Level 
Public Communication, consists of the overt interpersonal behavior 
of the individual as rated by others. Level II, the Level of Conscious 
Communication, is the subject’s perception of hjnsdf , not w 
he does or privately wishes, but how he sees himself as behaving 
interpersonal situations. Level III, the Level of Pnvate Perception 
consists of the fantasy productions of the subject about himself and 
others. Level V, the Level of Values, consists of ^ robj^s rtate- 
ments of “how he should be” or “how he would like to be. These 
four methods of assessment were incorporated in the prese: nt study. 
Two instruments were employed, the Interpersonal Check List an 
the Thematic Apperception Test, both scored on the basis of the 
system of interpersonal variables described by Leary. A summary 
of the subject’s interpersonal behavior (Level I) was obtained throug 
the ratings of teachers and classmates on the Interpersonal Ch 
List. The subject’s view of his own interpersonal behavior (Level ii; 
was obtained by having him describe himself on the Interpersonal 
Check List. Thematic Apperception Test material was employed as a 
measure of fantasy (Level III) and the Interpersonal Check List for 
ratings of ideal-self by each subject (Level V). 
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* Adapted from Timothy Leary, Interpersonal Diagnosis of Personality (New York: Ronald Press, 1956), p. 233* 



^The^six criteria of adjustment were defined operationally as 

Independent-dominant and responsible-cooperative interpersonal 
behavior. Manifestation of autonomous and affilative interpersonal 
traits was established by means of self-ratings and ratings of teachers 
and classmates of the subjects on the Interpersonal Adjective 
Check List. A higher frequency of these traits was regarded as evi- 
dence of superior adjustment. It was considered important to obtain 
observations on interpersonal behavior from the point of view of the 
individual and in the context of both teacher and peer relationships, 
as well. Contrasting pictures of personality are often obtained 
through self-assessment and the assessment by others. Research by 
Bonney (1943) and Havighurst and Taba (1949) indicates that 
above the elementary school level the correlations Detween self- 
descriptive data and ratings by others tend to be moderate. Also, 
teacher and classmate ratings might be expected to reflect contrastmg 

sets of values or standards. .. , , 

Moderation of interpersonal behavior. Each subject was judged 
in terms of the moderation or extremity of his interpersonal behavior. 
Extreme rigidity in any one type of interpersonal trait was assumed 
to denote poor adjustment. The Interpersonal Adjective Check List 
provided a method for obtaining self-ratings and ratmgs by others 

on this dimension of adjustment. . ... 

Unity or integration of personality. Integration of personality was 
defined as the correspondence between manifest and latent expres- 
sions of the individual. The degree of correspondence between self- 
descriptions of interpersonal behavior on the Interpersonal Check 
List and interpersonal themes on the Thematic Apperception Test 
was used as a measure of this aspect of adjustment. A significantly 
larger discrepancy was assumed to reflect a significantly greater 
degree of inner conflict and less stability of personality. Allport 
(1956) and Getzels (1951) provide some theoretical and empirical 
support for this procedure. Allport believed that neurotic condi- 
tions could best be diagnosed by the discovery of disagreement be- 
tween direct and projective methods of testing. He maintained 
that it was not the well-integrated subject, aware of his motivations, 
who revealed himself in projective testing. It was rather the neurotic 
personality, whose facade belied the repressed fears and hostilities 
within. Such a subject would be caught off guard by projective 
devices. According to Allport, significant discrepancies between the 
“conscious report” and the “projective material” would be expected 
with the neurotic person. Getzels utilized two forms of a sentence 
completion test, one couched in the first person and the other in the 
third person (e.g. “When they asked Frank to be in charge he ... ; 
“When they asked me to be in charge I . . .”) for the comparison of 
two groups of veterans, one diagnosed well-adjusted and the other 
psychoneurotic. The well-adjusted men gave essentially the same 
type of responses on both the first and third person completion tests. 
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The neurotics, on the other hand, varied their responses on the two 
tests significantly more often than the well-adjusted subjects. Getzels 
concluded that such discrepancies between overt and covert levels 
of measurement were correlates of pathology and indicated the 
presence of intrapersonal stress. 

Self -acceptance. The relative amount of discrepancy between self- 
ratings and ideal self ratings on the Interpersonal Check List was 
employed as a measure of self-acceptance. Closer correspondence of 
self-perceptions and ideal-self perceptions was assumed to reflect 
relatively better adjustment. 

Accuracy of self -perception. The degree of correspondence between 
self-ratings and the ratings of teachers and classmates on the 
Interpersonal Check List was used as a measure of realistic self- 
perception. The larger the discrepancy between self-perceptions and 
the perceptions of others, the larger the degree of self-deception and 
the poorer the adjustment of the individual was assumed to be. 
A composite of teacher and classmate ratings was utilized on the 
supposition that this would reflect a more generalized picture of 
how the individual’s interpersonal behavior was viewed by others. 

These conceptual and operational definitions of adjustment were 
not designed to be comprehensive. Other research definitions of 
psychological health might have been employed, but these were 
chosen because they appeared to lend themselves best to objective 
measurement. At least, they provide a broad base for the assess- 
ment of personal and social adjustment. 

The Instruments 

Interpersonal adjective check list (ICL). There is a definite ad- 
vantage of using a single instrument to gather data systematically 
and in comparable form at more than one of the levels of measure- 
ment. The Interpersonal Check List, developed by LaForge and 
Suczek (1955) accomplishes this objective. The Check List was 
employed to assess interpersonal behavior on the basis of teacher 
and classmate perceptions and self and ideal-self perceptions. The 
development of the ICL is described in detail by LaForge and Suczek 
(1955). Validity of the present form is based primarily on four 
careful revisions and empirical checks. A priori selection of the 
words on the check list by a group of five psychologists was followed 
by an analysis of the way in which these words were actually used 
by a variety of subject groups. Test-retest reliability correlations are 
available on 77 subjects who were retested after an interval of two 
weeks. Correlation coefficients averaged .73 for reliability of the 
16 interpersonal variables. The present form of the ICL (Form IV) 
is composed of 128 items, eight for each of the 16 interpersonal 
variables. An explicit intensity dimension is built into the check 
list in order to obtain approximately comparable scores for the 16 
categories. The eight items for each of the 16 variables are ordered 
along a four-point scale: one item reflects a “mild or necessary 
amount of the trait;” three items refer to a “moderate or appropriate 
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amount of the trait;” three items reflect a “marked or inappropri- 
ate amount of the trait;” one item expresses an “extreme, inappro- 
priate amount of the trait.” j 

Thematic Apperception Test (TAT). The instrument used for 
measuring interpersonal motives as expressed in fantasy was the t 

Thematic Apperception Test. Ten of the cards from the third revision 
of the test (Murray, 1943) were administered and the interpersonal 
motives associated with the main character of the stories scored. 

Cards 1, 2, 3BM, 4, 6BM, 6GF, 7BM, 8BM, 12M, and 18BM were 
administered to male subjects. Cards 3GF, 7GF, 9GF, and 18GF were 
substituted for their counterparts when testing female subjects. A 
manual is available which describes procedures for scoring and 
coding interpersonal themes on the TAT (Leary, 1957). No attempt 
is made to score the moderation or intensity of any of the inter- 
personal themes. . , | 

Holt (1951) observed that the TAT is not a test in the same sense | 

as an intelligence scale, and consequently, the usual canons of 
reliability and validity need to be applied with considerable qualifica- 
tion. The problem of reliability must be restated for the TAT: 

“To what extent do the stories reflect transient states of the person 
and to what extent are they determined by more slowly-changing 
dynamic and structural features.” A study by Coleman (1947) 
provides some indirect evidence of reliability, in showing that the 
TAT stories of children soon after they had seen a movie were not 
significantly influenced by its content. Tompkins (1947) reported 
on the repeat-reliability of the TAT as scored by the Murray need- 
press system. Repeat reliability was found to be as high as .8 or .9 
depending upon the lapse of time between administrations and the 
fluidity of the subject’s personality. Another important aspect of 
reliability is the extent of agreement among scorers of the same 
TAT protocols. Leary (1956) outlined two methods of assessing 
the reliability of scoring on the TAT: (1) The percentage of agree- 
ment between two independent unit ratings of individual stories. 

(2) The percentage of agreement in assigning a summary inter- 
personal diagnosis to the story. The first method involves the com- 
parison of unit ratings (A, P, etc.) by the two judges. Ratings which 
fall in the same octant, as in the case of scores A and P, would 
represent perfect agreement. The second method (to be discussed 
in more detail in the next section) involves the comparison of sum- 
mary interpersonal diagnoses by the two judges. The interpersonal 
diagnosis is a vector sum of all the interpersonal ratings assigned 
to a subject by each judge. This summary point is located in one 
of the octants on the circular grid. Agreement between independent 
summary diagnoses occurs when the raters place the subject in 
the same or an adjacent octant. Disagreement occurs when the 
summary diagnoses are more than one octant apart. Obviously, 
reliability coefficients will be higher with this gross method of scoring, 
than with unit ratings. In the present study, reliability of scoring 
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was ascertained by both methods, since both unit ratings and 
summary diagnoses were used in the analysis of data. TAT inter- 
personal themes were scored by the investigator using the system 
outlined by Leary (1957). Reliability of scoring was checked by 
another psychologist, who scored 11 randomly selected protocols (13 
percent of the total). The percentage of agreement between the two 
independent scorers on unit ratings was 78 percent. The percentage 
of agreement on interpersonal diagnoses was 91 percent. Scoring 
reliability was considered adequate for the purposes of this study. 

Scoring Procedures 

In assigning scores to responses on the Interpersonal Check List, 
the unit assumed to be invariant was an event from a definite set 
of events — the subject’s or ratee’s selection or rejection of any word 
from the list— rather than the standard deviation computed from 
a sample under certain scaling assumptions. Thus, the intensity and 
the total number of words are viewed as independent variables. The 
advantage of this procedure is that raw scores (number of words 
checked in a given category by the subject or ratee) can be directly 
compared, and the model for statistical inference need not involve 
untestable scaling assumptions (LaForge & Suczek, 1955). Scoring 
of the ICL simply involved the counting of the number of words 
checked by the subject or ratee in any given category (AP, BC, etc.). 
On the Thematic Apperception test, however, intelligence level itself 
could be a factor in determining the total number of interpersonal 
themes in each scoring category. Therefore, the proportion of 
responses in each category to the total number of responses given 
by the subject was used as a score on the TAT. 

To test several of the main hypotheses, the circular continuum 
was divided into quadrants by combining octant frequencies. Thus, 
AP plus BC were combined to represent the score for Independent- 
Dominant interpersonal behavior, HI plus JK for Dependent- 
Submissive behavior, LM plus NO for Responsible-Cooperative be- 
havior and DE plus FG for Rebellious-Aggressive behavior. An 
extreme or maladjustive intensity on any particular trait was defined 
as more than eight words checked in any of the interpersonal cate- 
gories on the Interpersonal Check List. The test is devised so that 
eight adjectives in each of the octants of the circle describe the 
moderate aspects of the trait and the remaining eight describe an 
inappropriate amount of the trait. For the composite teacher-class- 
mate ratings, an average of more than eight words per category 
was the criterion for extreme intensity. 

Three of the criteria for adjustment in the present study dealt 
with discrepancies between levels of measurement. The assumptions 
and the procedures for deriving numerical indices of discrepancies 
between levels of measurement are summarized by Leary (1956): 

The circle is considered to be a two-dimensional array in ordinary 
Euclidian space. Scores on the 16 variables are obtained for each 
subject by numerical procedures; then, by combining these scores 
into octants, a set of eight vectors zt points in this two-dimensional 
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